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Do family courts discriminate against fathers in 
custody decisions? 



Numerous father's rights groups have been formed in the U.S. to 
protest the way they are treated in family courts during a divorce 
and subsequent custody decision. The fathers claim that they are 
being pushed out of their children's lives and are forced to pay 
excessive amounts of child support. Critics claim that the fathers 
just don't want to support their kids, or that they don't want to give 
any nnoney to their ex-spouses. Politicians -- particularly state 
governors -- have adopted "get tough" policies to force fathers to 
pay everything that the courts say they owe. 

People outside the legal system assume that the parents involved 
are simply not rational because divorce is such an ennotional 
experience. They see no motivation for any unfairness by the 
courts, so it is hard to believe that any significant bias could exist. 
But statistics do show that fathers lose custody and are therefore 
ordered to pay child support about 85% of the time, so do family 
courts discriminate against fathers? 



The problem: 



Short answer: 



Yes. However, because of the kickbacks that are paid to the states 
behind the scenes, it may be more accurate to say that the 
discrimination is against whichever parent has the higher /ncome, 
and that is usually the father. But there are also political reasons 
why judges may be biased in favor of mothers. 



Explanation: 



Most people do not know this, but in America, the federal 
government pays every state a kickback of about 10% of every child 
support dollar that the state collects. Of course, it's not called a 
kickback -- it's called an "incentive payment" -- and the payment is 
legal under current law. But the term "kickback" is not entirely 
inappropriate, because the financial incentive has a clear and 
dubious intent: It rewards states for taking kids away from one 
parent and giving them to the other in a custody decision. In fact, 
states are actually penalized financially for dividing custody equally 
between parents. And, since the kickback is 
calculated as a percentage of the child support 
amount, states have a vested financial interest in 
making the child support amount as high as 
possible, and to be paid for as long as possible, no 
matter what the actual needs are, no matter what 
it does to the payor, and no matter if the person 
made to pay is actually the father or not. 

Due to the large number of divorces, this kickback money amounts 
to millions of dollars in ever/ state's annual budget. This is one 
reason why so many state officials are promoting a "get tough" 
attitude towards collecting child support money. Supposedly, this 
nnoney is intended to pay states to take care of their own problems 
and keep these single parent families out of the federal welfare 
system. On the surface, this sounds reasonable, but the problem is 
that to nneet the objectives of the incentive system, judges are 
making increasingly unjust custody decisions based on how much 
nnoney the state can make, rather than what is best for the 
children. 



'States are 
actually 
penalized 
financially for 
dividing 
custody 
equally 
between 
parents. " 




Where is the evidence of this? 



States have been receiving this nnoney since 1975, but the kickback 
in it's current form is the result of the Child Support Enforcement 
program in the federal law called the Personal Responsibility and 
Work Opportunity Reconciliation Act, abbreviated as PRWORA, that 
was passed in 1996. Not coincidentally, a Presidential election also 
took place in 1996, and if you were of voting age then, you may 
recall we were told that the election hinged on the votes of the 
"soccer nnoms". This anti-father legislation was apparently passed to 
get the votes of these so-called 'soccer moms'. More on this 
connection later. 

In 1998, Congress enacted the Child Support Perfornnance and 
Incentive Act (CSPIA), which formalized the kickbacks to the states. 
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SO information may be located under eitlier PRWORA or CSPIA, but 
liere it will be referred to by the PRWORA designation. For nnore 
details about the PRWORA legislation, here are links to: 

• The Office of Child Support Enforcement report that describes the 
financial incentives of the PRWORA law. It also acknowledges that 
some states "... are 'making profits' on the Child Support 
Enforcement program without returning these benefits to the 
program," which means the kickback money is being put into the 
states' general fund where they can spend it on whatever they want 
-- presumably even including judges' salaries. 

• An October 2003 study of PRWORA's financial incentives (an 
archived report by Google). It includes a table at the end that 
shows the total pool of money is roughly $450 million to be given to 
the states who meet the objectives. 

• A Congressional testimony in 1997 that has more details about the 
financial incentives. 



What are the objectives in this law? 



There are basically five objectives, dealing with establishing 
paternity, the number of cases with child support orders, collection 
of current child support orders, collection of back child support, and 
administrative costs. But there are several things of interest about 
the design of these objectives: 

• All but the last one are dependent on decisions nnade by 
judges. This means that judges are expected to decide cases 
a certain way if they want to get the nnoney, regardless of 
what the actual facts are in any particular case. Yet despite 
these payments, we are still supposed to believe that the 
judges are fair and impartial. 

• There is no mention in any of the incentives that cases should 
be decided based on what is best for the children. Judges are 
expected to decide based on the financial implications to the 
state -- not the impact of their decisions on the children. 

• There are no incentives that are related to the enforcement of 
custody schedules -- incentives only apply to the 
establishment and enforcennent of child support collections. 

• The incentives do not require for paternity to be established 
accurately -- they only require that some man be named the 
father and ordered to pay child support. 

In addition to the above objectives, states are also expected to 
compete against each other to show nnore "improvement" in each of 
these categories to get the kickback nnoney, which means that the 
numbers (such as the annount of child support collections) are 
expected to increase year after year. States that meet these 
objectives earn at least 6% and upwards of 15% of the child support 
amounts collected as their kickback (incentive payment). States 
that do not meet the objectives are punished financially. 



Do judges really make custody decisions based on 
these financial incentives? 



We would certainly hope that instances of judges accepting nnoney 
to rule a certain way would be the isolated exception rather than 
the rule. But once you know that these federal kickbacks exist and 
how they are calculated, it becomes clear that the nnoney must be 
the motivation behind the increasingly egregious decisions by a large 
number of judges. 




For example, one incentive is based on how much child support 
collections increase year after year. This would certainly explain why 
judges and state officials have been: 

• taking custody away from the parent who 
has the higher income. Since child support is 
calculated as a percentage of income, the 
higher the income, the higher the child 
support annount, and therefore the higher 
the state's kickback. Each state uses 
different calculation methods, but this 
usually means the father will pay child 

support, because fathers usually earn more than nnothers. In 
those few cases where the nnothers have lost custody, it is 
often because they were professional women whose income 
was greater than that of their former husbands. 

• taking kids away from parents unnecessarily. Child support is 
usually not ordered if custody is shared equally, because each 
parent would already be providing half of the cost in terms of 
meals, housing, clothing, etc. But one of the incentives says 
that child support must be ordered in at least 50% of cases to 
get the kickback, so even if both parents want equal custody. 



"...despite 
these 
payments, we 
are still 
supposed to 
believe that 
the judges are 
fair and 
impartial. " 
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judges take the kids away from one parent and order child 
support anyway, no matter what it does to the children, so 
that the state will get it's cut of the money. 

• ordering child support even wfien custody is divided equally. If 
custody is shared equally, but payments are ordered anyway 
to equalize incomes between the parents after divorce, then 
that money is really alinnony, not child support. But states 
don't get a kickback on alimony, so judges will call it child 
support anyway. 

• estimating an income (called an imputed income) for the 
father that is higher than he actually makes or is realistically 
expected to make. Child support is based on income, but even 
though the recession of the past few years has caused 
incomes of thousands of people to decline, judges have 
frequently not allowed child support payments to be reduced, 
because that would reduce their kickback, too. Several 
professional athletes have been required to pay child support 
based on what they were earning during their peak earning 
years, even after their professional careers were over. The 
kickback incentives pressure judges to bring in more and more 
child support nnoney, not less, so this explains why motions to 
modify child support payments downward are usually denied. 

• counting "in-kind" items — benefits that are not received as 
cash — as income, so that the child support annount will be 
based on a higher income annount. As an example, for a man 
on active duty in the military, child support will be calculated 
on an estimated value of the room, food, and other services 
that he receives, because the court counts it all as income. 
The main problem with cases like this is that the judge sets 
the value -- which can be high enough so that the child 
support order is more than any amount of cash that the father 
receives. These courts have become the modern day 
"company store." 

• extending the requirement to pay child support past age 18 
and throughout college years. Pennsylvania recently ruled that 
it was unconstitutional to require divorced parents to pay for 
college, since married parents are not required to do so, but 
other states do it anyway, because they want their cut of 
that nnoney for as many years as possible. 

• ordering back child support to be paid for earlier years even 
before the father had any knowledge that he was a father. It 
all counts as money collected that can increase the state's 
kickback. 

• throwing fathers in jail without a trial when they are unable to 
pay. The incentives do not require judges to distinguish 
between a person's willingness to pay and their ability to pay. 
Unwillingness to pay is one thing, but jailing someone for 
inability to pay a debt is called debtor's prison, which was 
supposedly abolished in America. But when the state's own 
nnoney is involved, judges apparently have no problem denying 
the person due process and other civil rights. 

• implementing significant across-the-board increases in child 
support rates. Raising everyone's rate is one way that states 
can increase their child support collections to meet the 
objectives, whether the actual costs of raising a child have 
increased or not. In this way, a general rate increase is like 
increasing a state income tax, which must be especially 
attractive to states like Texas and Florida that have no state 
income tax. 

• keeping child support money collected instead of giving it to 
the custodial parent. In 31 states, if the recipient is on 
welfare, the state keeps the child support nnoney to reimburse 
itself for what it paid out as welfare, so the state's needs 
come before the children's needs. 

• separating child support payments from visitation. If judges 
allowed child support payments to be reduced because a 
vindictive custodial parent denied the other parent access to 
the kids, then that would also reduce the annount of the 
kickback received. This explains why they say visitation must 
be separate from child support payments. And, the financial 
incentives only deal with collection of child support -- there 
are no incentives on enforcement of custody schedules. 

• embracing fraud and forcing men to pay child support even 
when they are not the father. Once a man has been named 
the father by a judge and ordered to pay child support, he 
usually cannot get out of it by proving he is not the father, 
because the state wants it's cut of the nnoney. As an 
example, former California governor Gray Davis vetoed 
legislation against this fraud , saying the state would lose $40 
million if the fraud were stopped. Apparently he forgot to use 
the "magic words" that most politicians use, by saying that the 
nnoney was really "for the children." 



Don't the children need more money anyway? 
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That is often the claim, because everyone 
assumes that the child support money will really be 
used for the children. However, no one can say for 
sure, since there are no reporting or recordkeeping 
requirements on the recipient. Recipients do not 
receive anything from the court saying how the 
money should be spent, so they can do whatever 
they want with it. And since records do not have 
to be kept, they can legally destroy any evidence 
that could show the money really went to new cars, cosmetic 
surgery, jewelry, or was given to new boyfriends, while their 
children's needs were being ignored. And as long as the evidence to 
dispute it does not exist, the payor has no way to contest it, yet 
recipients and politicians can keep claiming that they need even 
more money from the fathers. 

Requests for financial records to be maintained are routinely denied 
by judges, saying it would only encourage more conflict. But most 
likely, the real reason is that such records would provide evidence 
that the child support amounts are too high, which would then lead 
to reducing the child support amounts, and therefore the kickback 
that states receive would also be reduced. 

Child support should be designed to split the expenses of raising 
children when one parent is having to pay the majority of the 
expenses. But that is not what is happening. The goal has been 
changed to give the mother the same "standard of living" after the 
divorce that she had prior to the divorce. But when there are now 
two households to maintain on the same income, the standard of 
living for both parents and the children should be expected to 
decline after a divorce. This is one of the attractions of marriage -- 
that combining households provides financial benefits and a more 
secure environment for children. In nnost cases, the only way that 
the standard of living of one parent can be maintained is for the 
standard of living for the other to decline precipitously, and that is 
often what happens , by setting child support requirements artificially 
high. When it is excessively high, the excess is no longer child 
support -- it is really alimony. By calling it child support however, it 
is tax-free income to the women, which is exactly what the 
designers of the law wanted. The PRWORA incentives encourage 
women to divorce for financial gain while paying states to be willing 
accomplices in the deception. 



But no one forces a person to get divorced. 



That is certainly what the legal system says to defend itself, and it 
is technically true, but a lot has been done by the legal system to 
make divorce look very enticing to mothers, since increasing the 
number of divorces also increases the kickback to the states. And 
since 90% of all divorces are filed by women, it appears to be 
working. States may not promote divorce on billboards yet, but: 

• Mothers are told of numerous organizations that will provide 
temporary housing, legal assistance, and other services to 
women, even though no such organizations exist for men. 

• Judges hand out restraining orders against men with no 
evidence of wrongdoing, which they know will escalate the 
situation towards a divorce. 

• Women are never prosecuted for filing false complaints. 

• Social workers have been known to pressure women to divorce 
their husbands. Mothers certainly do know the odds -- that 
they have an 85% chance of getting custody, which in turn 
will give them a large percentage of the father's income. 

• Many states (through efforts from the legal community) have 
adopted no-fault divorce laws to make it easier to get a 
divorce. 




So men should be very careful about whom they 
marry... 



Yes, but a nnan does not have to be married --he only needs to be 
named as the father of a child, whether he actually is or not. 
Whether a marriage exists or not is irrelevant. Fathering a child is 
where a man loses control, and there are no legal options that a 
man can take to protect himself. For example, if child support or 
custody is mentioned in a pre- nuptial agreement, it will not hold up 
in court, because that is said to belong to the children and it cannot | 
be negotiated away by either parent (which also happens to keep 
the kickback intact). 

Currently, though, you don't even have to get a woman pregnant to 
be ordered to pay child support. Even if you're in a nnonogamous 
marriage, or gay, or even sterile -- as long as you're a man with an 
income then you're a potential target of the latest child support 



You just have 
to be a man 
with an 

income to be 
a potential 

target of the 
latest child 

support scam. 
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scam perpetrated by "father shoppers." This scam has developed 
because one of the PRWORA financial incentives says that paternity 
must be established in the majority of cases, but it does not say 
that it must be established accurately. 

The way this scam works is that a woman names a 
man (who usually lives in another state, or is on 
active duty in the military) as the father of her kid, 
and she claims that she does not know where he 
lives. Courts won't look for him beyond the state 
borders. Since the state wants the kickback, the 
^^^1 judge is happy to accept her word for it, records 
him as the father, and enters a child support order 
so that it starts building up arrearages (unpaid child support) 
immediately. Then magically the named father is "found" and the first 
he hears of it is when he sees the deduction coming out of his 
paycheck. By that point, it is too late. The judge's ruling that he is 
the father is binding because he had his chance to provide DNA 
evidence to the contrary, and failed to show up in court. And thanks 
to the Bradley Annendnnent , the child support can never be reduced 
for any reason -- not even fraud -- so the man is on the hook for 
paying years of child support for someone else's kid, presumably 
even if he never met the woman. If he cannot pay the arrearages, 
he faces jail. He cannot even get out of it by filing bankruptcy, 
because child support debts are not reduced in bankruptcy . He's 
trapped, and innocence is no excuse to a system that also wants 
it's cut of the payments. 

Apparently the problem has been rampant in California, where it has 
already happened to about 600 veterans so far, just in the Los 
Angeles area. If 79% of paternity judgments in L.A. county were 
default ludqments in 2000, then that means the alleged father was 
not there to challenge the judgment. The same source estimates 
that 1-to- 3 million American men are being ordered to pay child 
support for kids that are not theirs. States make a lot of money from 
this fraud, so they have no incentive to fix it. 



This obviously brings up the question you should ask of yourself: [" 
Would you risk your own family's financial security and willingly pay ' 
to support someone else's kid and the nnother, or would you fight the 
unjust order and become labelled as one of the "deadbeat dads" that j 
so many state officials are hounding? Unfortunately, many more of 
you -- or your sons, brothers, or nephews -- will soon find out. 



So judges do all this for these women just so that 
the state gets more money? 



This gets into the political motivation that was behind the creation 
of the PRWORA incentives and similar anti-father laws. Politicians -- 
as well as nnany judges who want to become politicians -- believe 
they have to get the votes of the "soccer moms" to get elected. 
Why? They believe that these women are willing to change their 
minds about who to vote for, whereas most men will vote for the 
same party year after year, regardless of who the party's candidate 
is. So, rather than waste effort trying to get the men to change 
their minds, the politicians do what the soccer moms want, if they 
want enough votes to get elected. And judges who want to be 
elected to Congress also know it helps to leave a record of making 
pro-woman decisions in court (probably along with a track record of 
bringing in federal PRWORA money) to get their party's nomination. 

In reality though, many of these so-called soccer moms are in fact 
radical feminists, through groups such as the National Organization 
of Women (NOW). They have been politically effective in getting 
both Dennocrats and Republicans to sell out American fathers and 
children to get the votes of these women, by implementing anti- 
father legislation such as the child support incentives in PRWORA. 

As another example, they also apparently convinced Bill Bradley to 
author the Bradley annendnnent, which has been used to encourage 
paternity fraud, since it basically says that innocence is no excuse 
for not paying a child support order. 

Perhaps if you read some of the public comments that these radical 
feminists have made, some of which are listed at the bottom of the 
page at: http://www.lbduk.orq/FEMFRAUD.htm 
then you can decide for yourself if these are really "soccer moms". 
Then comfort yourself with the knowledge that these radicals have 
already taken over the lower courts, most family law firms, and legal 
aid groups, while exerting considerable influence over the news 
media and most politicians. Even supposedly unbiased groups like the 
ACLU receive a large part of their funding from radical feminist 
groups; therefore they will not defend fathers in cases that could 
weaken a woman's absolute authority over her children. Just look at 
how many pro-feminist groups , many of them with disarmingly nice- 
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sounding names, are on record for ganging up on one fatlier wlio 
just wanted to stay in iiis kid's life in tlie LaMusga case in California. 

[Update March, 2005: Jeb Bush, the governor of Florida recently 
announced his intention to get tough on fathers who owe child 
support. This could be his appeal to feminist-minded women voters, 
since there are rumors that he may run for vice president in 2008 . 
If he wins, would he be inclined to fix the system that helped him 
get elected? Has his brother? ] 



So how does this get fixed? 



Men have already lost. The anti-father laws are already on the 
books and judges are taking away fathers' rights to their kids and 
their paychecks as fast as the men can be herded through the 
courtrooms. Men should certainly try to correct the laws, but it will 
be an uphill battle. But first... 



What won't work: 



Violence. That will just allow the radical feminist supporters to 
label everyone who opposes their fraud as a terrorist, and 
then any remaining rights that men have -- such as the right 
to put up a web page in protest -- will also be taken away. 
Even though most reputable psychologists believe that taking 
kids away from a fit parent constitutes child abuse in and of 
itself, judges only want to see fathers as capable of violence 
because they're only looking at the money. 
Not marrying your girlfriend. It doesn't matter if you're married 
or not --it only matters if you have a kid. 
Only having kids with women with higher incomes than yours. 
Most women stop working to take care of the kids, and that is 
often when they file for divorce -- when they don't have any 
income to report and so on paper they look poorer to the 
judge than the father. 

Starting yet another father's rights group, or e-mail 
campaign, or on-line petition to protest the injustice. There 
are too many already. This is why they have not been 
effective yet, because they're too fragmented to have the 
political clout against a group like NOW, and they have not 
addressed the PRWORA financial incentives that make it 
profitable to continue the corruption. Electronic petitions are 
routinely ignored by legislators because one person can easily 
forge a list of thousands of names. 

Hiring a good lawyer to represent you. Lawyers already know 
this is going on because they also profit from it; otherwise, 
they would have already defended their clients' constitutional 
rights that are being violated on a daily basis. Instead, most 
family law attorneys are female, and also staunch feminists, 
and they will actively prevent fathers from asserting that they 
have any rights to their kids. (Keep reading for some crucial 
advice on how to pick a lawyer who will defend your rights.) 
Several lawyers may advocate for "shared custody" or "joint 
custody", but you need to be suspicious of such boasts. 
Shared or joint custody is not equal custody. A father can see 
his kids only 5% of the time and it is still called shared or joint 
custody, and the lawyers still get paid for unnecessary 
custody battles, and the state still gets it's kickback money. 
Barring evidence that a parent is unfit, equal custody must be 
the rule rather than the exception, without the need for a 
custody battle, unless either parent chooses to voluntarily 
relinquish that right. 



"Equal custody 
must be the 
rule rather 
than the 
exception. " 



Recommended solution: 



• Don't have kids. This may sound extreme, but there may be 
nothing more risky for a man today than having a child, 
because a subsequent divorce is nnore devastating than just 
about anything else that could happen. Men often lose 
everything -- their kids, their home, their financial security, 
and their freedom. It is worse than a job loss or serious 
nnedical problem because there is no insurance available 
against a corrupt legal system. A significant number of men 
have committed suicide when facing the wrath of a corrupt 
legal system, but the press will only report that the men were 
"despondent over the breakup of their marriage." 

So if you're a man reading this, the best option now is to 
simply not have any kids, no matter how much the woman 
cries, begs, or threatens, and no matter how much you might 
want kids yourself, because the odds are not good for you. 
Statistically, if half of all marriages end in divorce, and nnothers 
get custody 85% of the time, then that means there's about a 
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50% chance that if you become a father, you will not be 
allowed to raise your own kids, but you will be required to 
financially support both the kids and the ex-spouse for years 
to come. So perhaps it's better not to have kids in the first 
place rather than risk ruining their lives along with your own. 
Unfortunately, remaining childless will not protect a man from 
the child support scam mentioned above, but it's the only 
protection available until the laws are fixed, when and if that 
ever happens. 

Since no method of contraception is 100% reliable, sterilization 
is the only sure-fire option, so if you don't want to be 
celibate, then consider getting a vasectomy after you turn 18. 
If you're a young man under age 18, you're at risk even more, 
because you're too young to legally get a vasectomy, but 
you're not too young to pay child support, even if you're a 
victim of sexual abuse by an older woman. 

You could deposit sperm in a sperm bank beforehand, but don't 
sell it to be used by any woman who wants it! It doesn't 
matter what kind of paperwork you sign relinquishing your 
rights as a father -- you could still be on the hook for child 
support for hundreds of kids! 

• Sue the judges. If a judge takes your kids away from you for 
no good reason, then this may be your only hope. You'll be 
told that judges cannot be sued for the decisions that they 
make, which is true, unless -- and this is the one exception -- 
they violate a person's civil rights. Taking kids away from a fit 
parent must be a civil rights violation, especially if it is done 
for no reason other than to extract money from the estranged 
parent, since it is functionally equivalent to kidnapping and 
extortion. Judges will say they are just "following orders" by 
doing what the PRWORA law and their state wants them to do, 
and that law may protect their actions from being classified as 
criminal violations, but they are supposed to answer to a 
higher authority -- the Constitution. Suing the judges may also 
reveal the full extent of this organized crime activity, by 
exposing corrupt lawyers, corrupt psychologists , state 
officials, and social workers. 

According to information at childsbestinterest.orq , you may 
not have a case against a judge if you agree to, or sign much 
of anything, so you'd need a lawyer to look at your situation. 
And of course, it may be impossible to find a lawyer who is 
willing to sue a judge, so you may have to do it yourself. But if 
a few judges can be sued, then maybe it would at least get 
the attention of lawmakers, as well as other judges. 

• Be willing to change your vote. Most men change their vote 
about as often as they change their hair style -- ainnost 
never. And this is another reason why lawmakers are not 
listening to fathers, because they believe fathers will vote for 
them anyway. But if you care about the kind of life that your 
sons, brothers, and nephews will have, then you must vote 
your conscience, not tradition. 

• Suggest new mechanisms to ensure that children can maintain 
meaningful contact with both parents, and that criminalize 
behavior that separates children from fit parents. The PRWORA 
incentives currently do exactly the opposite, so at a minimum, 
the law must be changed to: 

o remove the financial incentive forjudges to discriminate 
against the higher income parent (which usually means 
the father). This should appeal to both professional men 
and women. 

o remove the financial incentives that encourage divorce, 

by setting realistic child support levels 
o create incentives to foster continued contact between 
both divorced parents -- not just to get the father to 
pay child support 
o create ways to allow fathers/any non-custodial parent 

to get credit for support given directly to children 
o guarantee that fathers have the same rights to their 
kids as nnothers 
Expect this last item to be fought vigorously by the radical 
feminists, because they do not want equality with men -- they 
want superiority over men. And so far, legislators have been 
willing to grant them that power to get themselves elected, 
even if it means selling out their fellow men and children in the 
process. 

• Make your voice heard to federal lawmakers. Don't bother 
with your state representatives, because it's a federal law 
that needs to be changed, and the state lawmakers probably 
don't want to change it anyway because it's profitable. But 
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tell your U.S. representative and Senators that, at a mlnlnnunn, 
the anti-father financial incentives in the PRWORA law nnust be 
changed. The PRWORA financial incentives are probably 
unconstitutional, but someone would have to file appeals to 
ever get it changed that way, and appellate lawyers want 
$20,000 in advance to even start an appeal. Justice is simply 
too expensive for nnost fathers. 

Perhaps the most cost-effective method is just to mail 
postcards to your representatives and senators, expressing 
how you feel about the issue. Postcards have several 
advantages: 

o There are no envelopes to hide security risks, so it 

doesn't give them any excuse to throw away the letter, 
o Postage is cheaper than a letter and it's probably 

cheaper than a phone call, 
o They take up space. Thousands of e-mails can be 

deleted with the push of a button, but they have to do 

something with a stack of postcards on their desk. 

They're not so easily ignored, 
o You can send them anonymously if you want, and they'll 

still get through, 
o Everyone reads a postcard as it travels, which helps get 

the word out even more. 

If you like the postcard idea, but you don't know what to say, 
then you can buy a small package for about $1 per card that 
has one of the above cartoons printed on them, along with a 
link to this site's explanation. The postcards are at this 
Cafepress site . Then you just use your zip code to look up the 
Washington D.C. nnailinq address of your U.S. Representative 
and two U.S. Senators and you'd have a few cards left over 
for a friend to do the same thing. Or you could also send one 
to the FBI, since they are supposedly the people who look into 
judicial misconduct. 

But no nnatter how you do it, you must make your voice heard 
to have any hope of changing the system. I know most of you 
don't want to do anything, but just realize that apathy is how 
we men lost our rights in the first place, and the radical 
feminists have not stopped -- they are still working to get 
nnore laws passed to take even nnore money and rights away 
from men. They are not just promoting another pork barrel 
project that nnoves money from one community to another -- 
they want to implement more legislation that encourages the 
destruction of American families for profit. 

Now as promised, here is where you can find out the other nnain 
underlying reason (other than money) that explains why the radical 
feminists demand total control, and why most lawyers and judges go 
along with their demands. It also prompts the single nnost important 
question that a man absolutely must ask of a lawyer before he hires 



"The only 
thing 
necessary for 
the triumph of 

evil, is for 
good men to 
do nothing. " — 
Edward 
George 
Bulwer-Lytton. 



"No female 
lawyer will 
ever say in 
court that a 



him or her to handle a divorce, because if they answer 'no' then your father has any 

rights to his 
kids. " 



own lawyer will probably sell you out to your ex-wife, too. It is 
probably also a good idea to ask this same question of any woman 
whom you are considering having children with, too, because if she 
says 'no', then you do not want to be the father of her children. I'll 
give you a hint with this statement: No female lawyer will ever say 
in court that a father has any rights to his kids. (Few male lawyers 
will either, if they want to run for public office.) And no, the 
question is not just asking if they are pro-choice or not. 

But it takes a while to explain, and this page is too long as it is, so 

just send a blank e-mail to and you will get an automatic e- 

mail reply that contains the key question along with a complete 
explanation. This approach lets me see how many people are 
interested enough to read this whole page, since the number of 
page hits just counts how many people clicked on the page, and not 
whether they actually read it or not. Your e-mail address will not be 
used to send any spam, and you'll just receive a plain text message 
that doesn't have any web bugs or program code in it. 

If nothing else, then perhaps you could at least let some others 
know of this web page, and maybe enough men will eventually do 
something to make a difference. 



© Copyright 2005, Answerlsland.com All Rights Reserved. 



http://www.answerisland.com/child-support-kickbacks.html 



8/8 



